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1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

a. Claims 1,2,4-6 and 10-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Nelson in view of Mardirossian and Manion. 

Nelson discloses an aircraft anti-crash system for controlling an airplane 
by autopilot responsive to commands from a remote guidance facility 
(abstract), the ground station inherently using communicating and 
computing means in order to provide guidance back to an aircraft, except 
for specifically stating that control is automatic or that system is capable of 
protecting aircraft at all times. 

Mardirossian discloses automatic control of an aircraft from a 
ground facility 29 in order to prevent crash into undesired areas (abstract). 

Manion teaches desirability of providing collision protection for an 
aircraft at all times including against obstacles in the air or on the ground 
(col.4, lines 64-68; col.11, lines 37-41). 

It would have been obvious to use automatic control as suggested 
by Mardirossian in conjunction with an aircraft protection system as 
disclosed by Nelson, and to utilize a collision avoidance system as taught 
by Manion in conjunction with the ground collision avoidance technique 
used by Nelson, in order to more quickly gain control over an aircraft 
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when it is not properly controlled, and to provide continuous protection for 
an aircraft against various types of collisions, thus providing greater safety 
for aircraft occupants. 

Furthermore, Nelson would have prevented control by ground 
based systems and an on-board autopilot, since Nelson teaches that 
remote control can be from an aircraft (col. 5, lines 50-53) and that 
onboard autopilot controls can be disabled (col .8, lines 34-35). 

Regarding claim 4, Manion teaches desirability of having a ground 
based object transmit signals indicative of distance and height to the anti- 
crash system (col. 4, line 65- col. 5, line 19). 

Regarding claim 5, Mardirossian uses control by proper authorities 

29. 

Regarding claim 6, Mardirossian allows monitoring of aircraft 
functions such as altitude (col.3, line 33). 

Regarding claim 15, Nelson teaches ability to control aircraft from 
another aircraft (col.5, line 52). 

Regarding claim 16, Nelson teaches control by government security 
authorities (col.5, lines 34-35). 
2. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nelson in 
view of Mardirossian, Manion and McBain. 

McBain teaches desirability of controlling an aircraft on a course away from 
protected objects as established before an aircraft takes off (col.5, lines 21-35). 
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It would have been obvious to use a set course to control an aircraft in a 
system as disclosed by Nelson, Mardirossian and Manion in order to prevent an 
aircraft from crashing into protected objects. 

3. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nelson in 
view of Mardirossian, Manion and Murray et al. 

Mardirossian teaches desirability of transmitting video data from an aircraft to 
ground (col. 3, line 37), except for use of audio feed. 

Murray teaches desirability of providing audio cockpit data to a remote 
station in order to monitor cockpit conditions during an emergency (col. 14, lines 
1 3-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include 
audio data for transmission to a central station as suggested by Murray in 
conjunction with a system as disclosed by Nelson, Mardirossian and Manion, in 
order to more accurately determine cockpit conditions so as to be able to best 
control an aircraft for specific conditions . 

4. Claims 8-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 8, line 3 "the ground-based object" has no antecedent basis. 

5. Claims 8-9 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) under 35 
U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Brent A 
Swarthout whose telephone number is 571-272-2979. The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F from 6:30 to 4:00. 
If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeff Hofsass, can be reached on 571-272-2981 . The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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